
Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposal for the 3'd year of work on this project. We 

appreciate the applicant's leadership in using the potentially powerful tool of outreach and education to 

advance Puget Sound protection and restoration efforts in the Skagit watershed. We also appreciate 

the effort the applicant has made to address some of our comments on earlier proposals. The following 

are some additional comments on this year's proposal. 

1. The applicant discusses, on pp. 3-4, the broader Puget Sound-wide outreach efforts led by the 

Puget Sound Partnership, but emphasizes that there is a 11Crucial need for targeted information 

regarding regulatory mechanisms to protect and restore water quality and fisheries resources 

within the Skagit Watershed and throughout Puget Sound" (top of p. 4). But proposed Task 2 is 

a statewide survey of attitudes and support about salmon and about water and habitat quality. 

The applicant should explain why, in light of the discussion on pp. 3-4 emphasizing the need for 

an education and outreach effort that, unlike the region-wide PSP effort, is targeted in terms of 

geography and content, Task 2 is designed as a geographically broad survey that is not 

specifically focused on regulatory issues. 

2. The proposal, on pp. 4-5, describes the workplan for Year 2 (CY 2013) and explains that the Year 

2 work plan was revised with the help of NWIFC. The Year 2 tasks described at the top of p. 5 do 

seem appropriate, but more information on these tasks and their outputs would be helpful in 

evaluating the Year 3 tasks (we have not seen the updated Year 2 workplan). 

1 Skagit Chinook Recovery Plan. (2005). Skagit River System Cooperative & Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. Retrieved on March 14, 2012 from: http:/ /www.skagitcoop.org/documents/SkagitChinookPian13.pdf 
2 Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC). 2012. State of Our Watersheds Report. NWIFC, Olympia WA. 
336p. 
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a. For example, the inclusion of strategic planning with partners and the development of a 

Water Quality Coalition is a great idea and has the potential to be extremely valuable 

and we very much appreciate its inclusion in the Year 2 workplan. It would be helpful, 

though, if the applicant at least briefly describes the envisioned role/utility of the 

coalition/partners. Then, the applicant should, as part of the Year 3 workplan, describe 

what roles and functions the Coalition is expected to provide for Year 3 tasks. 

b. I urge the applicant to give careful thought to the composition and design/charge to the 

Coalition members. What input/advice would be sought from them? What kind of 

representation would be most valuable to the project? There may be examples among 

other subawardees of ways of designing a steering group/coalition (e.g., the 

coordinating committee established under the Nisqually subgrant to Long Live the Kings 

for a marine survival research program). 

3. The Year 2 task entitled 11Print and Radio media ads" seems to be redundant with Tasks 4 and 5 

in the Year 3 workplan. The applicant should explain the difference between these two efforts 

to develop and deploy the media ads. 

4. Budget Narrative, p. 10. In our Year 2 comments, we raised some questions about the bases of 
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the content and dissemination costs in the Year 2 budget. The applicant states that the bases 

for all cost estimates was its consultant, but the applicant should briefly describe what bases 

Strategies 360 used to develop these estimates. 

5. It would be helpful to reviewers if the applicant provided, as an attachment to the proposal, the 
11 Public Information and Education Strategic Plan" mentioned on p. 4 of the proposal. In our 

Year 2 comments (see comment 1 from our Year 2 comments), we stated that more detail on 

what has been learned or accomplished so far in the identification of target audiences and 

general message development would help reviewers evaluate whether the proposed work 

would affect behavioral changes. The opportunity to see the Strategic Plan seems like it could 

go a long way to providing very helpful background to enable a more productive review. 

6. Under Task 2 of Year 3, the applicant will conduct a second survey. The applicant should 

provide more detail about this survey- for example, what specific questions/hypotheses will be 

tested, how the results will be used to inform and shape work in years 4-6 of this project. 

7. P. 10, 11Technical Review." The applicant indicates that technical review is not applicable to this 

project, but I think technical review is very relevant to this project, as the project involves 

specific quantitative technical methods (surveys) and specific expertise (education and 

outreach). I am thinking that the applicant may actually almost be there in terms of lining up 

appropriate technical review, though, and may just need to tweak the workplan to address this 

need. First, perhaps it would be possible to identify a potential stakeholder or partner, as part 

of the Year 2 Water Quality Coalition development task, with the appropriate technical 

expertise, who could provide technical input and advice during the project as part of their role 

as a member of the Coalition. In addition, under the Year 2 workplan, the applicant states that 

it will communicate with PSP for potential coordination and data sharing. Perhaps the applicant 

could add to this existing task that PSP would also be asked- since they are leading a major 

sound-wide and education effort- to provide technical input and advice during the life of this 

project. I do think it is important and potentially valuable to the project to provide for technical 

review, and I do not think the applicant is very far from having something appropriate on this. 
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